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The  study  concludes  that  the  most  satisfactory  circulation  plan 
for  eliminating  the  Eliot/Providence  Street  traffic  through  the 
project  is  a  plan,  Alternative  2,  which  routes  traffic  around 
the  site  via  new  Charles  Street,  Boylston  Street  and  Arlington 
Street  back  to  St.  James  Avenue.   The  elimination  of  the  existing 
Eliot/Providence  Street  link  is  important  to  the  project  so  that 
an  auto-free  plaza  and  better  development  possibilities  are 
created. 


The  major  interested  parties  agree  with  the  concept  of  the 
favored  alternative  and  no  insurmountable  problems  are  foreseen 
in  working  out  implementation  details . 


^7 


Final  Analysis  and  Conclusions 

BOSTON  PARK  PLAZA 
CIRCULATION  STUDY 


Prepared  for  the 

BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 


By  Barton-Aschman  Associates,  Inc. 

,/fugust    h77 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2012  with  funding  from 

Boston  Public  Library 


http://www.archive.org/details/finalanalysisconOObost 


FINAL  ANALYSIS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 
BOSTON  PARK  PLAZA 
CIRCULATION  STUDY 


Prepared  for  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


By  Barton-Aschman  Associates,  Inc. 
Evanston,  Illinois 


August,  1977 


CONTENTS  PAGE 
List  of  Figures  and  Tables,  iii 

1 .  INTRODUCTION  1 

Summary  of  Previous  Findings  2 

Methodology  2 

2.  TRAFFIC  PROJECTIONS  AND  RESULTING  GEOMETRIC 
REQUIREMENTS  6 

3.  EVALUATION  9 

4.  ANALYSIS  SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSION  21 


li 


LIST  OF  FIGURES  AND  TABLES 

Following 

Figures  Page 

1.  Traffic  Flow — Alternate  1  (EIS  Scheme)  6 

2.  Traffic  Flow — Alternate  2  (English  Boylston)  6 

3.  Traffic  Flow — Alternate  3  (Boylston  Reversed)  6 

4.  Traffic  Flow — Alternate  4  (Arlington  Reversed)  6 

5.  1985  Peak-Hour  Traffic — Alternate  1  (EIS  Scheme)  8 

6.  1985  Peak -Hour  Traffic — Alternate  2  8 
(English  Boylston) 

7.  1985  Peak-Hour  Traffic — Alternate  3  8 
(Boylston  Reversed) 

8.  1985  Peak-Hour  Traffic — Alternate  4  8 
(Arlington  Reversed) 

9.  Geometric  and  Operational  Changes — Alternate  1  8 

(EIS  Scheme) 

10.  Geometric  and  Operational  Changes — Alternate  2  8 

(English  Boylston) 

11.  Geometric  and  Operational  Changes — Alternate  3  8 
(Boylston  Reversed) 

12.  Geometric  and  Operational  Changes — Alternate  4  8 
(Arlington  Reversed) 

13.  Evaluation  Matrix  25 

14.  Existing  Volumes — A.M.  Peak  Hour  25 

15.  Existing  Volumes — P.M.  Peak  Hour  2  5 


Tables  page 

1.   Analysis  Procedure  5 


in 


1.   INTRODUCTION 

The  Boston  Park  Plaza  Circulation  Study  was  conducted  to 
determine  the  consequences  of  various  roadway  alternatives 
resulting  from  the  closure  of  Providence  Street  and  Colum- 
bus Avenue  between  Arlington  and  Broadway  in  the  Park  Square 
area.   The  closure  of  these  streets  will  result  from  the 
construction  of  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  project  which 
incorporates  an  auto-free  zone  bounded  by  Boylston  Street 
on  the  north,  New  Charles  Street  on  the  east,  Stuart  Street 
on  the  south,  and  Arlington  Street  on  the  west.   The  end 
product  of  this  study  is  not  a  precise  recommendation  for 
one  specific  alternative,  because  the  evaluation  factors 
used  to  compare  the  viable  alternatives  were  not  weighted, 
that  is,  the  trade-offs  among  the  various  evaluation  factors 
will  vary  by  interest  group.   The  purpose  of  this  study, 
then,  and  especially  this  final  analysis  and  conclusion,  was 
to  provide  a  sound  technical  basis  for  evaluation  of  the 
viable  alternatives  resulting  from  the  Phase  I  analysis, 
which  is  summarized  below. 

The  final  evaluation  process  addressed  four  alternatives 
(as  opposed  to  the  three  alternatives  originally  envisioned) 
at  a  level  of  detail  sufficient  to  choose  among  the  alterna- 
tives but  not  at  a  level  of  detail  which  will  directly  allow 
implementation  of  the  chosen  alternative  (final  design  en- 
gineering and  analysis  must  be  performed  for  the  chosen 
alternative  prior  to  implementation) .   The  purpose  of  this 
analysis  was  to  determine  the  effect  that  relocating  one 
specific  traffic  movement  would  have  on  the  street  system 
generally  and  on  other  traffic  flows.   The  traffic  movement 
which  will  be  affected  by  the  closure  of  Providence  Street 
and  Columbus  Avenue  between  Arlington  and  Broadway  is  the 
outbound  (westbound)  movement  from  Stuart/Knee land  Streets. 
Various  means  of  handling  this  movement  will,  of  course, 
affect  other  major  traffic  flows  in  the  Park  Square  area 
and  will  have  an  impact  on  the  street  system. 
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SUMMARY  OF  PREVIOUS  FINDINGS 

The  Phase  I  analysis  for  the  Boston  Park  Plaza  Circulation 
Study  provided  a  subjective  evaluation  of  numerous  roadway 
alternatives  designed  to  handle  the  relocated  traffic  flow 
caused  by  the  closure  of  Providence  and  Columbus  Avenue  in 
the  Park  Plaza  area.   This  analysis  was  based  upon  the  ex- 
pected 1985  traffic  flow  in  the  Park  Square  area  resulting 
from  the  growth  of  through-traffic  as  well  as  additional 
traffic  generated  by  Park  Plaza  development.   Several 
methods  for  measuring  the  impact  on  the  street  system  were 
utilized  to  compare  the  various  alternatives.   The  travel 
patterns  to  and  from  the  proposed  development  were  analyzed 
in  terms  of  the  various  alternatives.   The  basis  upon 
which  the  Phase  I  analysis  and  this  more  detailed  analysis 
were  performed  is  an  origin-destination  survey  which  was 
conducted  in  March,  1977,  to  determine  the  detailed  traffic 
flow  patterns  in  the  area.   These  data  provided  the  base 
information  for  an  analysis  of  existing  and  future  traffic 
volumes  and  street  system.   Based  upon  the  results  of  the 
Phase  I  analysis,  four  alternatives  were  chosen  by  the  City 
and  other  interested  groups  for  detailed  evaluation: 

Alternative  1  -  EIS  Scheme 
Alternative  2  -  English  Boylston 
Alternative  3  -  Boylston  Reversed 
Alternative  4  -  Arlington  Reversed 

The  detailed  evaluation  process  is  described  below. 

METHODOLOGY 

The  process  utilized  in  this  final  analysis  was  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  iterative  process  which  began  in  the 
subjective  Phase  I  portion  of  this  study.   The  process 
utilized  in  this  detailed  analysis  is  based  upon  rigorous 
traffic  assignments  resulting  from  an  estimate  of  1985 
through-traffic  and  the  additional  traffic  on  the  street 
system  that  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  Park  Plaza 
development . 

Estimates  of  through-traffic  volumes  were  based  upon  the 
most  recent  traffic  counts  available  which  represent 
existing  conditions  plus  an  additional  10  percent  for  pro- 
jected through-traffic  growth  by  1985. 
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The  most  recent  traffic  counts  were  taken  for  each  in- 
dividual intersection  and  factored  by  10  percent  to 
represent  1985  traffic.   Since  these  traffic  counts  were 
made  independently  by  the  City  of  Boston  at  varying  times, 
they  do  not  exactly  balance  from  intersection  to  inter- 
section.  Each  set  of  counts  was  checked  for  consistency, 
however,  and  represents  the  best  data  now  available.   In 
the  situations  where  the  volumes  between  intersections  do 
not  exactly  balance  the  volume  difference  is  either  minor 
or  can  be  explained  as  due  to  entering  and  exiting  traffic 
along  the  street.   The  additional  traffic  resulting  from 
the  Park  Plaza  development  was  estimated  based  upon  a  de- 
tailed analysis  of  the  existing  traffic-generation 
characteristics  of  the  Park  Square  area  compared  to  the 
traffic-generation  characteristics  of  the  proposed  Park 
Plaza  development. 

The  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  development  is  based 
upon  projected  construction  and  demolition  as  described  in 
the  document  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Project,  Final  Supple- 
mental Environmental  Impact  Report.   This  development 
comprises  230,000  square  feet  of  existing  space  to  be  re- 
tained and  2,495,000  square  feet  of  new  construction 
including : 

155,000  square  feet  -  Retail  and  Entertainment 
1,115,000  square  feet  -  Offices 

300,000  square  feet  -  Apartments 

360,000  square  feet  -  Parking  (not  including  the 

180,000  square  feet  of  sub- 
grade  parking) 

335,000  square  feet  -  Hotel 

Traffic  moving  to  and  from  the  development  was  assigned  to 
the  street  system  based  upon  the  origin-destination  informa- 
tion collected  in  the  field  surveys  in  the  Park  Square  area 
in  March,  1977.   This  rigorous  traffic  assignment  and  sub- 
sequent analysis  of  the  required  geometries  for  each 
alternative  provided  the  basis  for  evaluation.   Since  each 
alternative  which  was  examined  affected  the  traffic  flow 
in  a  unique  and  significant  way,  projected  volumes  at  each 
intersection  may  be  different  from  those  in  the  existing 
situation . 
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For  each  of  the  four  alternatives  chosen  for  final  analysis, 
a  set  of  geometric  sketches  was  developed  which  would  pro- 
vide adequate  traffic  service  in  1985.   The  criteria  for 
adequate  traffic  service  are  based  upon  a  situation  where 
the  Level  of  Service  is  between  C  and  D.   This  represents  a 
condition  where  30  to  70  percent  of  the  signal  cycles  are 
fully  loaded  during  the  peak  travel  periods.   This  full 
loading  of  signal  cycles  between  30  and  70  percent  of  the 
time  during  the  peak  period  can  be  interpreted  as  reflect- 
ing a  congested  condition.   This  is  considered  to  be  a 
reasonable  target  for  the  Park  Square  area  since  these  con- 
ditions will  reflect  a  traffic  situation  equal  to  or  better 
than  that  experienced  today.   The  level  of  service  which 
reflects  fully  loaded  signal  cycles  between  30  and  70 
percent  of  the  time  during  peak  periods  (between  Level  of 
Service  C  and  D)  can  be  described  as  a  situation  where  a 
volume  of  500  vehicles  per  hour,  per  lane,  is  experienced. 
This  criterion  of  500  vehicles  per  hour,  per  lane,  must  be 
separated  by  major  movement  (with  left-turning  traffic 
considered  separately)  and  can  then  be  used  to  determine 
the  lane  requirements  to  realize  the  traffic  service  (Level 
of  Service  C  and  D,  fully  loaded  signal  cycles  30  to  70 
percent  of  the  time  during  peak  periods)  described  above. 
These  criteria  were  used  in  this  analysis  to  determine  the 
number  and  configuration  of  lanes  required  for  each  alterna- 
tive.  While  these  criteria  do  not  represent  as  rigorous  a 
capacity  analysis  as  would  be  reflected  in  a  detailed  Capa- 
city Manual  analysis  of  each  intersection,  they  are  based 
upon  a  generalized  form  of  the  Capacity  Manual  procedures 
and  directly  reflect  the  level  of  service  criteria  expressed 
in  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual. 

Based  upon  the  roadway  geometries  resulting  from  the  above- 
described  analysis,  an  unweighted  comparison  matrix  was 
developed  whereby,  for  each  of  23  evaluation  criteria, 
various  effectiveness  measures  were  determined  for  each  of 
the  four  alternatives.   This  comparison  matrix  gives  a  de- 
tailed picture  of  the  positive  and  negative  aspects  of  each 
of  the  four  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  final  stage  of 
the  circulation  study.   While  the  geometric  analysis  is 
based  upon  traffic  assignments  for  morning  and  evening  peak 
travel  periods,  the  ramifications  of  mid-day  traffic  flow 
patterns  and  the  peak  period  evening  traffic  flow  demands 
in  the  theatre  district  were  also  evaluated  via  the  evalua- 
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tion  matrix  for  each  of  the  four  alternatives.   The  analysis 
procedure  is  outlined  in  Table  1.   This  analysis  deals  with 
overall  volumes  to  and  from  the  proposed  development  but 
does  not  address  the  site-specific  question  of  location  of 
access  points.   Location  of  ingress  and  egress  points  can 
only  be  analyzed  after  the  overall  movements  schemes  -  as 
presented  in  this  analysis  -  have  been  determined,  and  de- 
tailed site  plans  have  been  developed. 


Table  1 

ANALYSIS  PROCEDURE 


1.  Determine  traffic  flow  pattern  for  each  alternative. 

2.  Estimate  1985  traffic  volumes  for  each  alternative. 

3.  Perform  capacity  analysis  to  determine  necessary  inter- 
section configurations  for  each  alternative. 

4.  Develop  geometric  sketches  for  each  alternative. 

5.  Complete  evaluation  matrix  for  each  alternative  based 
on  the  required  1985  geometries. 

6.  Analyze  evaluation  matrix  and  develop  conclusions. 
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2.   TRAFFIC  PROJECTIONS  AND  RESULTING  GEOMETRIC  REQUIREMENTS 

The  four  alternatives  evaluated  in  this  final  analysis  are 
as  follows : 

Alternative  Number  1  (EIS  Scheme)   Figure  1  shows  the  major 
traffic  flow  patterns  for  Alternative  Number  1.   This  al- 
ternative relocates  the  outbound  Providence  and  Columbus 
Avenue  movement  in  the  Park  Square  area  to  two-way  Stuart 
Street  which  runs  to  Arlington  Street.   Outbound  traffic 
then  proceeds  on  Stuart  Street  to  Dartmouth  Street.   In- 
bound traffic  in  Alternative  Number  1  runs  along  St.  James 
and  transitions  back  to  two-way  Stuart  Street  via  Arlington 
Street. 

Alternative  Number  2  (English  Boylston,  Arlington  to  Charles) 
This  relocates  the  Providence  Street-Columbus  Avenue  outbound 
flow  to  Boylston  Street  via  New  Charles  Street,  then  back  to 
Columbus  Avenue  and  St.  James  Avenue  via  Arlington  Street 
(see  Figure  2) .   In  this  alternative,  Boylston  Street  would 
perform  as  a  two-way  facility  between  Arlington  Street  and 
New  Charles  Street  with  the  movements  running  "English" 
fashion  in  relation  to  each  other. 

Alternative  Number  3  (Boylston  Reversed)   Figure  3  shows  the 
major  traffic  flow  for  Alternative  Number  3,  which  relocates 
the  outbound  Providence  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue  traffic 
to  a  reversed  (outbound)  Boylston  Street  via  New  Charles 
Street.   The  inbound  Boylston  Street  traffic  is  relocated  to 
St.  James  Avenue  via  Dartmouth  Street. 

Alternative  Number  4  (Arlington  Reversed)   Figure  4  shows 
the  major  traffic  flow  for  Alternative  Number  4,  which  re- 
locates the  outbound  Providence  Street-Columbus  Avenue 
traffic  flow  to  two-way  Stuart  Street,  then  to  St.  James 
Avenue  via  a  reversed  Arlington  Street  (northbound)  between 
Stuart  Street  and  Boylston  Street.   In  this  alternative  the 
southbound  Arlington  Street  traffic  flow  is  relocated  via 
eastbound  Boylston,  southbound  New  Charles  Street  and  Stuart 
Street. 
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Each  of  these  individual  alternatives  affects  one  or  more 
existing  traffic  flows  and  each,  therefore,  has  associated 
with  it  a  unique  traffic  assignment  pattern  resulting  in 
the  projected  1985  traffic  volumes  shown  in  Figures  5 
through  8.   These  traffic  projections  can  be  compared  to 
the  existing  traffic  flow  in  the  area  which  was  presented 
in  the  previous  report  for  the  Park  Plaza  traffic  analysis. 
It  is  evident  that,  while  the  overall  traffic  demand  in  the 
area  will  increase  by  1985,  the  resulting  traffic  volumes 
for  each  individual  intersection  may  be  quite  different, 
depending  upon  which  alternative  is  chosen  (thereby  affecting 
which  major  traffic  flows  are  modified) .   The  criteria  pre- 
viously described  were  utilized  to  develop  a  set  of  geometric 
and  operational  changes  necessary  to  implement  each  alterna- 
tive.  This  set  of  geometric  and  operational  changes  enabled 
the  detailed  evaluation  matrix  to  be  completed  for  each 
alternative.   The  geometric  and  operational  changes  are 
shown  in  Figures  9  through  12  and  require  the  following: 
(All  alternatives  will  require  six  11-foot  moving  lanes  of 
traffic  on  Stuart  Street  east  of  Charles  Street  for  peak- 
hour  conditions) . 

Alternative  Number  1  (EIS  Scheme)   This  requires  construction 
of  Charles  Street  (52  feet  wide)  between  Boylston  and  Stuart 
to  carry  northbound  traffic.   It  requires  Stuart  Street  re- 
construction to  66  feet,  carrying  easterly  and  westerly 
traffic  from  Arlington  Street  to  Kneeland  Street.   Recon- 
struction of  the  Stuart /Huntington /Dartmouth /St.  James  area 
is  required  as  shown  in  Figure  9.   This  requires  improvement 
of  Arlington  Street  at  the  Stuart  Street  intersection. 
Stuart  Street  functions  one-way  west.   St.  James  functions 
one-way  east.   All  other  streets  function  in  the  existing 
pattern . 

Alternative  Number  2  (English  Boylston)   This  requires  con- 
struction of  Charles  Street  (52  feet  wide)  between  Stuart 
and  Boylston  to  carry  northbound  traffic.   It  requires 
relocation  of  the.  Boylston  Street  median  between  Arlington 
and  Charles.   Improvement  of  Arlington  at  St.  James  and 
Boylston  at  Charles  is  required.   All  other  streets  function 
in  the  existing  pattern. 
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Alternative  Number  3  (Boylston  Reversed)   This  requires 
construction  of  Charles  Street  (52  feet  wide)  between  Stuart 
and  Boylston  to  serve  northbound  traffic.   It  requires  im- 
provement of  Arlington  at  Stuart  and  relocation  of  the 
Dartmouth  Street  median  between  Boylston  and  St.  James. 
Boylston  would  serve  traffic  westbound  to  Dartmouth;  St. 
James  and  Stuart  would  serve  traffic  eastbound  to  Arlington 
with  Stuart  Street  serving  eastbound  traffic  between  Arling- 
ton and  Charles.   All  other  streets  function  in  the  existing 
pattern. 

Alternative  Number  4  (Arlington  Reversed)   This  requires 
construction  of  Charles  Street  between  Stuart  and  Boylston 
(60  feet  at  Stuart,  52  feet  at  Charles)  to  serve  northbound 
and  southbound  traffic.   It  requires  removal  of  the  Boylston 
Street  median  between  Arlington  and  Charles  to  serve  the 
Arlington-Boylston -Charles  (southbound)  weave.   Reconstruc- 
tion of  Stuart  Street  (66  feet)  would  be  required  between 
Charles  and  Arlington.   Arlington  would  serve  northbound 
traffic  between  Stuart  and  Boylston.   All  other  streets 
would  function  in  the  existing  pattern. 
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3 .   EVALUATION 

The  evaluation  matrix  enclosed  with  this  report  provides  a 
convenient  means  of  comparing  the  four  final  alternatives 
for  the  Boston  Park  Plaza  Circulation  Study.   For  each  of 
46  evaluation  measures,  various  factors  have  been  computed 
for  each  alternative.   While  these  findings  are  shown  on 
the  evaluation  matrix,  the  following  discussion  elaborates 
on  the  findings  and  the  comparison  among  the  alternatives 
based  upon  each  unique  measure.   The  numbers  referenced 
below  refer  to  the  numbered  measures  in  the  accompanying 
evaluation  matrix. 

1.  Extensive  improvements  will  be  required  for  Alterna- 
tives 1  and  4.   The  improvements  required  for 
Alternatives  2  and  3  are  relatively  minor. 

2 .  The  loading  areas  affected  in  Alternative  1  are 
along  Stuart  between  Arlington  and  Charles.   These 
loading  areas  will  be  affected  due  to  the  two-way 
nature  of  the  street  and  the  heavy  volumes  occurring 
along  this  street  segment.   In  Alternative  3,  the 
loading  areas  along  Boylston  between  Arlington  and 
Charles  will  be  affected  due  to  the  necessity  of 
utilizing  the  curb  lane  on  the  south  side  of  Boylston 
for  moving  traffic  (three  westbound  lanes  required) . 
Alternative  4  will  affect  the  loading  areas  along 
Stuart  Street  between  Arlington  and  Charles  Streets 
due  to  the  two-way  nature  of  the  street  and  the  heavy 
traffic  volumes  experienced. 

3.  Alternative  1  will  negatively  affect  access  points 
along  Stuart  between  Arlington  and  Charles  due  to  the 
necessity  to  eliminate  left  turns  which  would  conflict 
with  the  heavy  traffic  volume.   A  similar  situation 
exists  for  Alternative  4.  , 
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4.  The  major  movement  which  proceeds  from  west-to-east 
would  require  two  additional  turns  in  Alternative  1. 
In  Alternative  2,  three  additional  turns  would  be  re- 
quired for  the  major  east-to-west  movement.   For 
Alternative  3,  three  additional  turns  would  be  re- 
quired for  the  east-to-west  major  movement  and  two 
additional  turns  would  be  required  for  the  west-to- 
east  major  movements.   In  Alternative  4,  two 
additional  turns  would  be  required  in  the  west-to- 
east  major  movement  and  four  additional  turns  would 
be  required  in  the  north -to-south  major  movement. 

5.  The  vehicle  miles  of  travel  in  the  area  are  repre- 
sented by  the  estimated  increase  in  annual  vehicle 
miles  of  travel.   These  estimates  are  based  upon  the 
additional  distance  required  to  traverse  the  Park 
Square  area  due  to  the  roadway  modifications  associ- 
ated with  each  alternative. 

6.  The  increase  in  travel  time  for  major  traffic  flows 
is  expressed  in  annual  vehicle  hours  of  travel  and 
is  the  result  of  two  factors : 

a.  Additional  travel  distance 

b.  Additional  travel  delay  caused  by  the 
necessary  wait  at  additional  traffic 
signals 

7.  For  Alternative  1,  four  additional  stops  are  required 
for  major  traffic  flows  with  two  significant  addi- 
tional merges,  one  along  Arlington  for  the  eastbound 
St.  James/Arlington/Stuart  movement  and  one  along 
Dartmouth  for  the  Stuart  Street/Turnpike  traffic. 

For  Alternative  2,  one  additional  stop  for  the  major 
traffic  flows  is  required.   For  Alternative  3,  two 
additional  stops  for  the  major  traffic  flows  are  re- 
quired as  well  as  an  additional  merge  along  Arlington 
for  the  Stuart  Street/Arlington  Street/St.  James 
Avenue  traffic  flow.   In  Alternative  4,  two  additional 
stops  are  required  for  major  traffic  flows  along  with 
one  additional  merge  for  the  traffic  flow  proceeding 
from  Arlington  to  Boylston  to  Charles  to  Stuart  to 
Arlington . 
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8.  Alternatives  1,  2  and  4  are  expected  to  cause  no 
significant  increase  in  vehicle  miles  of  travel 
through  sensitive  areas.   While  no  specific 
traffic  assignments  were  made  to  local  streets,  it 
was  concluded  that  Alternative  3  would  cause  an  in- 
crease in  travel  in  the  Back  Bay  area  of  approxi- 
mately 100,000  annual  vehicle  miles  due  to  the 
necessity  of  utilizing  local  streets  for  the  west- 
bound circulation  movement  within  the  Boylston  Street/ 
Back  Bay  area. 

9.  Alternatives  1  and  4  would  require  the  prohibition  of 
all  parking  along  Stuart  Street  between  Arlington  and 
Charles  Streets.  Alternative  2  requires  the  prohibi- 
tion of  parking  along  the  north  side  of  Boylston 
Street  (adjacent  to  the  Public  Garden  between  Arling- 
ton and  Charles  Streets) . 

10.  Alternative  2  is  considered  to  be  the  most  feasible 
from  all  points  of  view,  with  Alternatives  1  and  4 
being  next  in  line  in  terms  of  workability.   Alterna- 
tive 1  would  create  problems  due  to  the  necessary 
weaving  movements.   Alternative  4  would  be  less 
feasible  due  to  the  significant  diversion  of  south- 
bound Arlington  traffic.   Alternative  3  is  considered 
to  be  the  least  feasible  in  terms  of  public  ac- 
ceptance due  to  the  reversal  of  Boylston  and  the 
resulting  dramatic  change  in  traffic  flow  character- 
istics in  the  Boylston  Street/Back  Bay  area. 

11.  Alternatives  2  and  4  would  decrease  the  number  of 
total  conflict  points  for  major  traffic  movements 

by  one,  with  Alternatives  1  and  3  resulting  in  no  net 
change . 

12.  Alternatives  1  and  2  would  have  no  significant  effect 
on  streets  outside  of  the  Park  Square  area.   Alterna- 
tives 3  and  4  would  negatively  affect  streets  in  the 
Back  Bay  area,  with  Alternative  3  affecting  east-west 
movement  through  the  Back  Bay  area  and  Alternative  4 
affecting  north-south  movement  through  the  Back  Bay 
area. 
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13.   Alternatives  2  and  3  would  require  no  decrease  in 

the  existing  sidewalk  widths.   Alternatives  1  and  4 
would  require  the  removal  of  the  northerly  sidewalk 
along  Stuart  Street  between  Arlington  and  Charles 
Streets  and  also  would  require  narrowing  the  southerly 
sidewalk  along  Stuart  Street  between  Arlington  and 
Charles  Streets.   Provision  of  adequate  pedestrian 
safety  along  the  north  side  of  Stuart  Street,  be- 
tween Arlington  and  Charles,  could  be  achieved  in  two 
ways.   First,  a  second-story  pedestrian  bridge  could 
be  constructed  parallel  with  Stuart  Street  adjacent 
to  the  Motor  Mart  Garage.   While  this  does  not  repre- 
sent the  best  situation  in  terms  of  aesthetics,  it  is 
considered  to  be  the  least  costly ' in  terms  of  con- 
struction and  right-of-way.   This  alternative  may  be 
possible  if  incorporated  into  the  redevelopment  plans 
of  the  Park  Plaza  area.   The  second  method  of  providing 
for  safe  pedestrian  movement  along  the  north  side  of 
Stuart  Street  is  to  develop  an  arcade  within  the 
Motor  Mart  Garage  adjacent  to  the  present  location  of 
the  sidewalk  along  Stuart  Street.   The  arcade  would 
require  purchase  of  a  right-of-way  easement  as  well 
as  extensive  construction.   This  alternative  may  be 
significantly  better  in  terms  of  aesthetics  and  ease 
of  use  than  the  second-story  pedestrian  bridge; 
however,  this  alternative  will  be  significantly  more 
expensive.   Since  the  first  alternative  (second-story 
pedestrian  bridge)  would  be  lower  in  cost  and  since 
these  costs  are  more  readily  estimated,  this  alterna- 
tive has  been  used  for  the  construction  cost 
comparison. 

14.   All  alternatives  will  result  in  an  improved  crossing 

for  pedestrians  at  the  St.  James -Arlington  intersection 
This  improvement  will  only  be  realized  for  Alternatives 
1  and  3,  however,  if  a  traffic  signal  is  installed  at 
that  location.   A  signal  located  at  St.  James  and 
Arlington  must  be  coordinated  with  the  Boylston/ 
Arlington  and  Stuart /Arlington  signals.   If  this  co- 
ordination is  possible,  then  the  pedestrian  and 
vehicular  crossing  at  the' St.  James -Arlington  inter- 
section will  be  greatly  improved  in  terms  of  traffic 
flow  and  safety  characteristics.   The  improvement  for 
pedestrians  and  vehicles  will  take  place  at  St.  James 
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and  Arlington  for  Alternatives  2  and  4,  however, 
without  a  traffic  signal  due  to  the  simplified 
traffic  flow  patterns  at  this  location  for  these 
alternatives . 

15.  Due  to  the  increase  in  traffic  volumes  in  the  area 
by  1985  (which  are  relatively  modest) ,  it  can  be  ex- 
pected that  pedestrian  crossings  will  be  somewhat 
less  convenient  and  perhaps  less  safe.   Each  one  of 
the  alternatives  affects  essentially  one  street  in 
this  manner. 

16.  Due  to  the  elimination  of  the  Providence  Street  move- 
ment between  Charles  Street  and  Arlington  Street, 
each  alternative  will  affect  emergency  vehicle 
movement  somewhat.   Alternatives  1,  2  and  3  affect 
emergency  vehicle  traffic  in  essentially  one  direction 
with  Alternative  4  affecting  emergency  vehicle  traffic 
in  two  directions. 

17.  All  alternatives  are  expected  to  affect  this  measure 
in  relatively  the  same  way,  based  upon  the  total  in- 
crease in  traffic  demand  in  the  Park  Square  area 
which  is  projected  for  1985.   This  traffic  increase 
will  cause  a  somewhat  greater  restriction  of  emergency 
vehicle  movement  than  now  exists. 

18.  The  generalized  construction  costs  shown  on  the 
evaluation  matrix  represent  a  rough   initial  estimate 
of  the  construction  required  to  implement  each  alterna- 
tive.  Specifically,  the  construction  cost  estimates 
for  each  alternative  include  the  following: 

Alternative  1  : 

1.  Improve  the  Huntington/Stuart/Dartmouth/St .  James 
intersections . 

2.  Widen  Stuart  between   Arlington  and  Charles  Streets 

3.  Construct  Charles  Street  between  Boylston  and 
Stuart. 
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4.  Widen  Arlington  Street  at  Stuart. 

5.  Construct  a  pedestrian  bridge  (second-story 
sidewalk)  over  the  northern  edge  of  Stuart 
Street  adjacent  to  the  Motor  Mart  Garage. 

Alternative  2  : 

1.  Remove  and  relocate  the  Boylston  Street  median 
between  Arlington  and  Charles  Streets. 

2.  Widen  Arlington  at  Stuart. 

3.  Increase  radius  at  Boylston /Ar 1 ington . 

4.  Reconstruct  the  Boylston/Charles  intersection. 

5.  construct  Charles  Street  between  Stuart  and 
Boylston,  with  more  liberal  radius  at  Stuart 
and  Charles  than  Alternatives  1  and  4. 

6.  Increase  radius  at  Ar lington/St .  James. 
Alternative  3 : 

1.  Reconstruct  Dartmouth  at  St.  James  and  Stuart. 

2.  Reconstruct  the  Charles /Boy Is ton  intersection. 

3.  Construct  Charles  Street  between  Boylston  and 
Stuart,  with  more  liberal  radius  at  Stuart  and 
Charles  than  Alternatives  1  and  4. 

4.  Widen  Arlington  at  Stuart. 
Alternative  4: 

1.  Construct  Charles  Street  between  Boylston  and 
Stuart. 

2.  Widen  Stuart  between  Arlington  and  Charles 
Streets . 
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3.  Construct  a  pedestrian  bridge  (second-story 
sidewalk)  over  the  northern  edge  of  Stuart 
Street  adjacent  to  the  Motor  Mart  Garage. 

4.  Remove  Boylston  Street  median  between  Arlington 
and  Charles. 

19.  All  alternatives  will  require  additional  right-of-way 
for  the  construction  of  Charles  Street  between 
Boylston  and  Stuart  Streets.   Since  this  construction 
will  take  place  in  coordination  with  the  Park  Plaza 
development,  the  actual  cost  of  the  right-of-way  will 
depend  on  the  specific  negotiated  characteristics  of 
the  total  right-of-way  situation  in  the  Park  Plaza 
area,  which  will  involve  not  only  right-of-way  acqui- 
sition for  Charles  Street  but  also  possible  right-of- 
way  abandonment  for  Providence  Street,  Columbus 
Avenue,  Park  Square  and  Broadway.   Alternatives  1  and 
4  would  require  the  purchase  of  a  right-of-way  ease- 
ment through  the  Motor  Mart  Garage  if  the  "arcade" 
alternative  is  chosen  rather  than  the  "pedestrian 
bridge"  alternative.   All  alternatives  will  require 
six  moving  lanes  of  traffic  on  Stuart  Street  east  of 
Charles  Street. 

20.  For  Alternative  1,  18  percent  of  the  traffic  to  and 
from  Park  Plaza  would  be  negatively  affected  due  to 
the  necessity  of  the  heavy  weaving  movement  along 
Arlington.   Alternative  2  would  have  no  significant 
effect  on  traffic  to  and  from  Park  Plaza.   Alternative 
3  would  have  a  negative  effect  on  approximately  five 
percent  of  the  traffic  to  and  from  Park  Plaza  due  to 
the  heavy  traffic  volumes  along  Stuart.   Alternative  4 
would  have  a  similar  effect  on  Park  Plaza  traffic  to 
Alternative  3. 

21.  Stuart  Street  traffic  would  be  negatively  affected  due 
to  the  heavy  traffic  volumes  along  Stuart  Street  be- 
tween Arlington  and  Charles  Streets  for  Alternatives  1 
and  4.   Alternatives  2  and  3  would  have  no  significant 
effect  on  vehicles  to  and  from  Stuart  Street. 
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22.  Alternatives  1  and  4  would  have  a  negative  impact  on 
pedestrian  access  along  Stuart  Street  between  Arling- 
ton and  Charles  due  to  the  heavy  two-way  traffic 
volume.   Alternatives  2  and  3  would  have  no  signifi- 
cant effect  on  pedestrian  access  along  Stuart  Street. 

23.  The  traffic  volumes  shown  on  the  evaluation  matrix 

(2,200  vehicles  per  hour  for  Alternative  1;  1,400 
vehicles  per  hour  for  Alternative  2;  1,800  vehicles 
per  hour  for  Alternative  3;  and  2,000  vehicles  per 
hour  for  Alternative  4)  represent  the  heaviest 
volumes  expected  along  Stuart  Street  between  Arling- 
ton and  Charles  Streets  in  1985. 

24.  Alternatives  1  and  2  are  not  expected  to  have  any 
significant  effect  on  vehicular  access  to  and  from 
the  Boylston  Street  area.   Alternative  3  will  affect 
100  percent  of  the  vehicles  moving  to  and  from 
Boylston  due  to  the  reversal  of  the  street.   Alterna- 
tive 4  will  affect  circulation  to  and  from  the  Back 
Bay  area  from  the  Boylston  Street  area  by  modifying 
the  Arlington  Street  area  through  movement  pattern. 

25.  Alternative  1  is  expected  to  have  no  significant 
effect  on  pedestrian  access  to  the  Boylston  Street 
area.   Alternative  2  will  have  a  moderately  negative 
impact  on  pedestrian  access  along  Boylston  between 
Arlington  and  Charles,  since  Boylston  Street  will  be 
made  a  two-way  facility  in  that  segment.   Alternative 
4  should  improve  pedestrian  access  along  Boylston 
between  Arlington  and  Charles  since  this  section 
would  be  made  narrower  under  this  alternative.   Al- 
ternative 3  will  affect  pedestrian  access  somewhat 
adversely  along  Boylston  between  Arlington  and 
Charles  due  to  the  two-way  nature  of  Boylston  under 
this  alternative. 

26.  The  range  of  vehicles  per  hour  shown  in  the  evalua- 
tion matrix  for  traffic  volumes  along  Boylston 
represent  the  expected  traffic  demands  between 
Dartmouth  and  Charles  Streets. 
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27.  Alternatives  1,  2  and  3  are  expected  to  have  no 
significant  effect  on  theatre  district  travel. 
Alternative  4  may  negatively  affect  theatre  dis- 
trict travel  due  to  a  potential  increase  in 
southbound  Tremont  traffic  which  could  be  caused 
by  a  rerouting  of  southbound  Arlington  traffic  due 
to  the  discontinuity  in  the  southbound  flow  which 
would  be  affected  by  Alternative  4. 

28.  Alternatives  1,  2  and  3  are  expected  to  have  no 
significant  effect  on  Tremont  Street  traffic. 
Alternative  4  may  increase  traffic  for  the  above 
noted  reasons. 

29.  Alternative  1  may  negatively  affect  30  percent  of 
the  traffic  to  the  Tufts  University  Medical  Center, 
which  would  be  caused  by  a  minor  rerouting  of  traffic 
from  Stuart  to  St.  James  from  the  west.   Since  St. 
James  is  one  block  farther  north,  slightly  longer 
travel  distances  would  result.   Alternative  2  is  ex- 
pected to  have  no  significant  effect  on  traffic 
moving  to  and  from  Tufts  Medical  Center.   Alternative 
3  has  a  potential  negative  affect  on  the  traffic 
accessing  the  medical  center  area  from  the  west  (30 
percent) .   Alternative  4  may  negatively  affect  30 
percent  of  the  traffic  to  the  Tufts  Medical  Center  in 
a  minor  way  due  to  the  effect  of  Alternative  4  on 
Stuart  Street. 

30.  Alternatives  1,  2  and  3  are  expected  to  have  no 
significant  effect  on  traffic  on  Washington  Street. 
Alternative  4  has  a  minor  potential  to  increase 
traffic  due  to  the  Arlington  Street  discontinuity  of 
flow  with  a  possible  traffic  rerouting. 

31.  Alternative  1  will  negatively  affect  the  major 
portion  of  through -traffic  along  St.  James  Avenue 
due  to  the  necessity  of  the  weave  on  Arlington  Street 
Alternative  2  will  have  no  significant  effect  on  St. 
James  Avenue  traffic.   Alternative  3  has  a  potential 
to  improve  St.  James  traffic  access  if  St.  James 
Avenue  is  redesignated  as  a  local  street  (which  is  a 
possibility  under  Alternative  3,  since  Stuart  Street 
could  be  considered  to  handle  all  eastbound  flow  now 
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using  Boylston  and  Stuart  Streets) .   Under  Alterna- 
tive 4,  a  major  portion  of  the  St.  James  Avenue 
through-traffic  would  be  negatively  impacted  in  a 
minor  way  due  to  the  high  volume  of  Stuart  Street/ 
Arlington  Street  movement. 

32.  Each  alternative  will  increase  traffic  along  St.  James 
Avenue  somewhat,  but  Alternative  3  has  the  potential 

to  decrease  traffic  if  St.  James  Avenue  is  redesignated 
as  a  local  street.   This  would,  of  course,  increase  the 
traffic  along  Stuart  Street  if  St.  James  was  no  longer 
used  for  through-traffic  movement. 

33.  Due  to  the  traffic  increases  along  St.  James  Avenue 
that  would  result  from  all  alternatives,  pedestrian 
access  can  be  expected  to  be  moderately  worse  in  1985. 

34.  Alternatives  1  and  2  are  expected  to  have  no  signifi- 
cant effect  on  travel  within  the  Back  Bay  area. 
Alternative  3  is  expected  to  increase  vehicle  miles 
of  travel  in  the  Back  Bay  by  approximately  100,000 
vehicle  miles  per  year  due  to  the  necessity  of 
circulating  eastbound  traffic  through  the  Back  Bay 
which  would  be  caused  by  the  reversal  of  Boylston 
Street.   This  could  especially  affect  the  Back  Bay 
streets  between  Boylston  and  Beacon  Street  (e.g., 
Marlborough  St.).   Alternative  4  may  increase  travel 
in  the  Back  Bay  area  if  travel  patterns  are  modified 
due  to  the  discontinuity  in  the  Arlington  Street 
movement . 

35.  Alternatives  1,  2  and  4  are  expected  to  have  no 
significant  effect  on  vehicles  moving  to  and  from  the 
Back  Bay.   Alternative  3  will  modify  travel  patterns 
between  the  Back  Bay  and  the  downtown,  since  Boylston 
Street  will  no  longer  serve  this  movement,  thereby 
making  travel  between  the  Back  Bay  and  downtown  less 
direct. 

36.  Approximately  30  percent  of  the  vehicles  accessing 
the  John  Hancock  Garage  would  be  impacted  in  a 
negative  way  by  Alternative  1  due  to  a  moderate  in- 
crease in  travel  distance  for  access  via  Clarendon. 
Alternative  2  is  expected  to  have  no  significant 
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effect  on  access  to  the  John  Hancock  development. 
Alternative  3  will  negatively  affect  approximately  40 
percent  of  the  vehicles  access  the  John  Hancock  de- 
velopment due  to  the  higher  volumes  along  Stuart 
Street.   Approximately  15  percent  of  the  vehicles 
destined  to  the  John  Hancock  development  would  be 
negatively  impacted  under  Alternative  4  due  to  the 
discontinuity  in  the  southbound  flow  along  Arlington. 

37.  Each  alternative  would  represent  a  modest  increase 
in  traffic  flow  on  streets  adjacent  to  the  John 
Hancock  development,  as  shown  in  the  evaluation 
matrix. 

38.  Alternatives  1  and  4  can  be  expected  to  negatively 
impact  virtually  a  1-1  vehicles  accessing  the  57  De- 
velopment due  to  the  significant  increase  in  Stuart 
Street  traffic  volumes.   A  minor  negative  impact 
can  be  expected  for  approximately  40  percent  of  the 
traffic  accessing  the  57  Development  for  Alternatives 
2  and  3  due  to  the  additional  travel  distance  for 
westbound  traffic. 

39.  Traffic  increase  along  Stuart  Street  is  expected  to 
be  200  percent  greater  than  today's  volumes  for 
Alternative  1.   For  Alternative  2,  the  traffic  in- 
crease along  Stuart  is  expected  to  be  60  percent. 
For  Alternative  3,  the  increase  is  expected  to  be 
140  percent  and  for  Alternative  4,  the  increase  is 
expected  to  be  170  percent. 

40.  No  alternatives  are  expected  to  significantly  affect 
vehicle  miles  of  travel  in  the  Bay  Village  area. 

41.  A  minor  negative  impact  on  traffic  accessing  the  Bay 
Village  from  the  west  could  be  expected  for  Alterna- 
tives 1  and  3,  due  to  longer  travel  distances. 
Alternative  2  is  expected  to  have  no  significant 
effect  on  access  to  Bay  Village;  Alternative  4  would 
have  a  negative  effect  on  access  to  Bay  Village  for 
traffic  proceeding  south  along  Arlington. 
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42.  The  only  alternative  expected  to  negatively  affect 
access  to  the  Central  Business  District  would  be 
Alternative  3,  whereby  Boylston  Street  would  be 
eliminated  as  a  facility  for  inbound  flow  to  the 
Central  Business  District. 

43.  No  alternatives  are  expected  to  significantly  affect 
through-traffic  volumes  in  the  Central  Business 
District. 

44.  No  significant  effect  on  pedestrian  access  is  ex- 
pected for  Alternative  1.   Alternatives  2  and  3  are 
expected  to  have  a  minor  negative  impact  on  traffic 
access  to  the  Central  Business  District,  since 
crossing  Boylston  Street  between  Arlington  and  Charles 
will  be  somewhat  more  difficult  due  to  the  proposed 
two-way  nature  of  Boylston  under  Alternatives  2  and 

3.   A  potential  improvement  in  pedestrian  access  to 
the  Central  Business  District  could  be  expected 
under  Alternative  4,  since  Boylston  Street  would  be 
narrowed  under  this  alternative. 

45.  Due  to  the  location  of  the  MBTA  stations  the  effect 
on  pedestrian  travel  to  these  facilities  is  similar 

(but  less  significant)  than  the  effect  on  Central 
Business  District  access  noted  above. 

46.  Alternatives  1  and  3  are  expected  to  have  a  minor 
negative  impact  on  access  to  the  Massachusetts  Turn- 
pike due  to  the  necessary  weave  at  Dartmouth  and 
Stuart  Streets  in  Alternative  1  and  the  rerouting 
which  would  occur  along  Boylston  Street  requiring 
additional  travel  distance  for  westbound  traffic  to 
access  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  under  Alternative 

3 .   Alternatives  2  and  4  are  expected  to  have  no 
significant  impact  on  access  to  the  Turnpike. 
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4.   ANALYSIS  SUMMARY  AND  CONCUSION 

As  previously  stated,  since  the  evaluation  matrix  represents 
unweighted  factors,  a  precise  recommendation  based  upon  the 
results  of  the  matrix  is  not  possible.   This  is  because  the 
weights  given  to  each  of  the  factors  will  vary  by  interest 
group  and  will  affect  the  outcome  of  any  comparison  based 
upon  the  unique  combination  of  weights  given  to  each  of  the 
factors-   What  can  be  accomplished  at  this  time  through  use 
of  the  matrix,  however,  is  an  evaluation  based  upon  an  assump- 
tion of  equal  weights  for  each  evaluation  measure  as  well  as 
an  analysis  based  upon  a  set  of  critical  technical  criteria 
chosen  from  the  total  list  of  evaluation  measures  represented 
on  the  matrix. 

—  Evaluation  of  alternatives  based  upon  equal  weights  for 
each  evaluation  measure : 

Alternative  Number  1  is  best  (or  equal  to  the  best)  for 
12  measures . 

Alternative  Number  2  is  best  (or  equal  to  the  best)  for 
31  measures. 

Alternative  Number  3  is  best  (or  equal  to  the  best)  for 
14  measures. 

Alternative  Number  4  is  best  (or  equal  to  the  best)  for 
seven  measures. 


Alternative  Number  1  has  no  significant  effect  on  14 
measures . 

Alternative  Number  2  has  no  significant  effect  on  21 
measures . 
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Alternative  Number  3  has  no  significant  effect  on  10 
measures . 

Alternative  Number  4  has  no  significant  effect  on  six 
measures . 

The  results  of  totaling  the  "best"  and  "no  significant 
effect"  results  are  as  follows  (may  represent  double 
counting  in  certain  instances) : 

Alternative  Number  1-26  measures 

Alternative  Number  2-52  measures 

Alternative  Number  3-24  measures 

Alternative  Number  4-13  measures 

Based  upon  this  analysis,  Alternative  Number  2  is  best 
with  Alternatives  Numbers  3  and  1  ranking  2  and  3 ,  re- 
spectively, and  Alternative  Number  4  being  least 
favorable. 

Evaluation  of  alternatives  based  upon  an  evaluation  of 
13  critical  measures : 

The  measures  utilized  in  this  evaluation  are  as  follows 

Measure  Criterion 

1  Congestion 

3  Access  to  Properties 

4  Directness  of  Circulation 
8  Traffic  Intrusion 

10  Workability 

18  Construction  Cost 

19  Land  Acquisition  Cost 

21  Impact  on  Stuart  Street  Merchants 

24  Impact  on  Boylston  Street  Merchants 

34  Impact  on  Back  Bay 

37-  Impact  on  John  Hancock 

38  Impact  on  57  Development 

43  Impact  on  Central  Business  District 
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For  these  13  critical  measures,  Alternative  Number  1  is 
best  for  five  measures,  Alternative  Number  2  is  best  for 
11  measures,  Alternative  Number  3  is  best  for  six  mea- 
sures, and  Alternative  Number  4  is  best  for  three 
measures  (best  indicates  ranking  highest  or  tied  with 
other  alternatives  for  the  high  ranking) .   For  the  two 
critical  measures  for  which  Alternative  Number  2  does 
not  rank  highest,  it  ranks  as  second  best.   This  indi- 
cates that,  based  upon  an  analysis  of  the  13  critical 
measures  noted  above,  Alternative  Number  2  (English 
Boylston)  is  the  best. 

Since  both  an  evaluation  of  all  measures  (assuming  the  weights 
of  the  measures  are  equal)  and  an  evaluation  of  13  critical 
measures  (also  assuming  the  weight  of  each  measure  to  be  equal) 
have  indicated  that  Alternative  Number  2  is  best,  it  is  use- 
ful to  examine  those  measures  for  which  Alternative  Number  2 
is  not  best  to  determine  if  any  significant  negative  effects 
would  result  from  implementing  this  alternative : 

—  Alternative  Number  2  ranks  second  in  terms  of  "Number 
of  Additional  Turns  for  Major  Traffic  Flows."   This 
fact  is  not  felt  to  be  significant  since,  even  though 
this  results  in  a  greater  increase  in  vehicle  miles 

of  travel  than  Alternative  Number  1  (the  best  alterna- 
tive in  terms  of  travel  for  major  traffic  flows  and 
vehicle  miles  of  travel) ,  Alternative  Number  2  is  best 
in  terms  of  travel  time.   This  indicates  that  while 
major  traffic  flows  will  travel  slightly  farther  with 
Alternative  Number  2,  the  total  travel  time  will  be 
less  due  to  reduced  waiting  time  at  intersections. 

—  Alternative  Number  2  ranks  lowest  in  terms  of  legal 
parking  spaces  eliminated  since  33  spaces  will  be 
eliminated  adjacent  to  the  Public  Garden  with  this 
alternative.   Since  additional  off-street  parking 
is  included  in  the  plans  for  the  Park  Plaza  area 

and  since  the  total  number  of  spaces  to  be  eliminated 
(33)  is  quite  small,  this  fact  is  not  deemed  critical. 

—  Alternative  Number  2  ranks  second  in  terms  of  con- 
struction cost  with  an  estimated  cost  of  approximately 
$200,000  greater  than  Alternative  Number  3.   Alterna- 
tives 1  and  4  would  cost  $1  to  $1.5  million  more  than 
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Alternative  3.   Since  the  construction  cost  of 
Alternative  Number  2  is  within  $200,000  of  the  lowest 
cost  alternative,  this  fact  is  not  deemed  critical 
unless  Alternative  Number  3  was  equal  to  or  better 
than  Alternative  Number  2  for  the  other  measures 
(which  it  is  not) . 

—  Alternative  Number  2  causes  heavier  traffic  flows  on 
Boylston  Street  between  Arlington  and  Charles  Streets 
than  the  other  alternatives  since  this  segment  of 
Boylston,  due  to  its  width,  has  the  capability  of 
handling  the  projected  demands.   This  fact  can  be  in- 
terpreted as  taking  advantage  of  the  existing  street 
system  to  a  maximum  degree.   If  this  particular  street 
segment  is  especially  critical  for  other  uses,  how- 
ever, this  fact  can  count  against  choosing  Alternative 
Number  2 . 

—  The  traffic  demand  on  Boylston  between  Arlington  and 
Charles  is  the  fact  that  affects  the  other  measures 
where  Alternative  Number  2  is  not  ranked  highest. 
The  extent  of  the  effect  that  this  demand  has  on 
pedestrians  crossing  Boylston  (which,  while  not  detri- 
mental to  safety,  will  have  some  effect  on  pedestrian 
crossing)  makes  Alternative  Number  2  less  than  the 
best  alternative  for  these  criteria. 

It  is  not  felt,  however,  that  this  effect  on  pedestrians 
will  be  significant. 

In  terms  of  what  "trade-offs"  exist  for  the  community,  it  can 
be  seen  that  a  choice  must  be  made  between  the  necessity  to 
widen  Stuart  Street  and  the  resulting  narrowing  of  Boylston 
(required  for  Alternative  Number  4,  possible  for  Alternative 
Number  1)  and  the  necessity  of  using  the  existing  width  of 
Boylston  and,  therefore,  not  requiring  widening  along  Stuart 
Street.   While  other  "trade-offs"  exist,  Boylston  versus 
Stuart  is  the  most  significant.   The  evaluation  matrix  should 
enable  detailed  "trade-off"  analyses  to  be  considered  for 
each  unique  situation  raised  by  each  interest  group. 

Based  upon  the  analysis  described  above,  which  results  in 
an  essentially  unbiased  appraisal  of  the  impacts  of  all  al- 
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ternatives,  Alternative  Number  2  appears  to  be  best.   The 
results  of  this  analysis  have  the  significant  reservation 
that  all  measures  were  assumed  equal  in  weight.   Each 
interest  group  which  examines  the  evaluation  matrix  will 
represent  a  unique  point  of  view  in  terms  of  which  evalua- 
tion criteria  and  measures  are  most  important.   Any  one 
alternative  may  appear  best  based  upon  which  criteria  and 
measures  are  considered  important  and  critical  to  the 
evaluator.   It  is  felt,  however,  that  a  detailed  examination 
of  the  evaluation  matrix  and  the  supporting  documentation 
will  provide  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  with  the 
necessary  information  to  decide  which  alternative  should  be 
considered  for  implementation. 
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